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ABSTRACT
The present case study examines a community’s market
responsiveness to tourism. The current axiom in business is
that individual organizations must be responsive to
customer needs; whether the same holds true for
communities as a unified tourist offering is less clear. A
mixed methods approach is used to determine whether an
award-winning tourism community exhibits the three
criteria for market orientation (Slater & Narver, 1999). The
findings suggest that market responsiveness as described in
the literature may not be a requirement for success when
examining communities rather than individual firms.

INTRODUCTION
A fundamental axiom of business is that the long-term success of any organization depends on its
ability to connect its product, service or cause with the needs of customers (Sheth, Sisodia, &
Sharma, 2000). History provides examples of organizations that failed to follow this adage and either
no longer operate or lost substantial market share. Kodak failed to respond to changes in consumer
technology (Chapman, 2011); MySpace failed to respond to changes in how people use social media
(Shearman, 2012); and Blockbuster Video failed to respond to changing consumer demand for video
streaming (Brownsell, 2008).
Scholars could argue that the axiom holds true for cities that wish to draw tourists, i.e. if a city
wishes to draw tourists then the city as a collection of organized groups must be responsive to
tourists’ needs. Increasing competition (Urry & Larsen, 2011) and examples of failed tourist
destinations (Caves, 1994) lend support to the argument that tourist destinations must be responsive
to tourists needs. The lingering question is whether failures of responsiveness consistently lead to
failed destinations. In other words, is market responsiveness a requirement for success at the
community level?
Market responsiveness has three primary components (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). The first component
is an effective strategy for generating market information (Slater & Narver, 1999). The community
must have accurate beliefs about tourists’ needs in order to be responsive to them. Inaccurate beliefs
would lead to projects that do not yield high tourist satisfaction; tourists might visit the town and
report disappointment that the town did not deliver what was expected. The first hypothesis
investigates the accuracy of community leaders’ beliefs about what motivates tourists to visit the
town.
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H1: Community leaders’ beliefs regarding tourists’ needs will be accurate, suggesting an effective
market information generation strategy.
The present study operationally defines the town as a collection of organized groups that pursue
community improvement and preservation initiatives. Chamber of commerce staff, civic groups, city
council members, and business leaders all can have significant influence in how the community
presents itself and the activities that it offers to tourists. Communities can directly benefit from
tourism (Othman, Salleh, & Sarmidi, 2012); thus there should be at least a modicum of self-interest
in holding accurate beliefs about tourists’ needs. As such, it is reasonable to expect that community
leaders’ tourism-related beliefs will accurately reflect the needs of the tourists who visit the
community.
Conversely, it is not difficult to imagine that community leaders’ tourism-related beliefs could be
inaccurate vis a vis tourists’ needs. Resource constraints and a lack of skill or knowledge in collecting
market information could all reduce the accuracy of the leaders’ beliefs. Ultimately, leaders simply
may not have the capability, even if they have the will, to form accurate tourism-related beliefs.
The second component of market responsiveness is an effective dissemination strategy for market
information (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). It is not sufficient for individual groups to collect market
information and retain it solely for their own use. Market information must be shared across groups
so that each group may view its role as a part of the total tourism offering rather than an isolated
entity. An effective dissemination function is exhibited by groups being aware of what the other
groups are planning and executing. Ideally, there would also be a substantial alignment of tourismrelated vision across groups. Such awareness is achieved through substantial inbound and outbound
inter-organizational outreach throughout the community.
H2: The community will exhibit an effective disseminate function via alignment of tourism-related
vision and frequent inter-organizational outreach.
The final component of market responsiveness is the desire and capability to execute initiatives
based on market information (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). The community groups may have accurate
tourism-related beliefs but either through choice or ignorance of how to respond are unable to
produce an effective market response. Camarero and Garrido (2008) note that nonprofit
organizations often choose not to adjust their service offering because the profit motive is missing
and market responsiveness is not a core value within the organization. In such circumstances,
tourism in the community would be a disjointed series of projects that all pursue the individual
group or organization’s needs with little consideration of the broader community objectives.
Conversely, the presence of several indicators would suggest that a community is responsive to
market demands. The most germane indicator is that tourists’ satisfaction with the tourism
experience would be high, although a satisfaction indicator alone is not sufficient. Responsiveness is
a result of deliberate choices to be responsive; it is possible that a town may achieve high satisfaction
ratings through chance. Additionally, tourism market information would be an influential
consideration in each community group’s planning and project prioritization discussions.
H3: The community will exhibit an effective execute function as demonstrated by high tourist
satisfaction and tourism will be a key consideration in project prioritization.
Analyzing the presence of the three components in unison allows researchers to identify the
community’s position on a market orientation continuum (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). On the market
oriented pole the community has an extreme focus on identifying and responding to customer needs.
On the product orientation pole the community focuses on what it can produce with little
consideration of customer needs (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). If all three functions are substantially
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present at the community level, the researcher argues that the community should be considered a
market-oriented community. The town’s frequent receipt of ‘best of’ awards suggests that the
community is effectively responding to tourists’ needs and likely market-oriented. In contrast,
Camarero and Garrido’s (2008) findings suggest that nonprofits may not need a market-orientation
to be successful, providing a suitable rival explanation (Yin, 2009) for the town’s success. The
community would be considered product-oriented if one or more of the three functions are
insubstantially present.
H4: The case site is a market-oriented community.
H5: The case site is a product-oriented community.
One caveat is needed before proceeding; market orientation theory (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990)
historically has been applied at the firm level, not across collaborating organizations. The research
relevance of the project is in determining whether a market orientation is relevant when the level of
analysis is outside of an individual firm. By nearly all measures, the community is considered a
tourism success story. If the findings suggest that the community is market-oriented, then the case
provides an example of successful inter-organizational collaboration. In contrast, if the community is
deemed product-oriented, then the case provides an exception to the axiom that service providers
must always be responsive to the needs of their customers.
LITERATURE REVIEW
It is first necessary to establish an operational definition for tourism. Tourism is a subjective
experience (Samdahl, 1988) with many different temporal, geographic, and activity-based nuances
(Gunter & Gunter, 1980). An experience that is part of one person’s routine activities may be another
person’s once-in-a-lifetime event. This challenge has plagued scholars in trying to establish a unified
definition of tourism (Roberts, 1978). Leisure travel’s subjectivity and entwined relationship with
cultural norms has led some authors to say a common definition is unachievable (Pieper, 1963).
Nevertheless, scholars have proposed definitions involving affective dimensions (Parker, 1975),
notions of escape from work (Meisner, 1969), a continuum of level of freedom to choose particular
activities (Gunter & Gunter, 1980), a break from typical daily life (Urry, 1992) or some combination
of all of these (Urry & Larsen, 2011). Culler (1981) argues that a viewing of the unfamiliar is
required. Smith (1988) states that tourism involves the movement of people but the main purpose is
pleasure. Travelling for pleasure aligns well with the pseudo-events posited by Boorstin (1964)
where travelers do not want to experience real life; rather they welcome staged opportunities to
break from normalcy. Caution is needed, though, when considering pleasure as the primary purpose
in light of “dark sites” where pleasure may not be an accurate descriptor of motivation (Lennon &
Foley, 2000).
In addition to the sociological and psychological aspects of tourism, scholars propose several physical
properties as well. To be considered tourists, Morley (1990) notes that people need to physically go to
a site; people need to spend some amount of time at a site (Gunter & Gunter, 1980); and there is an
economic element to tourism (Urry & Larsen, 2011). Although each physical property is noteworthy,
each is also subject to nuances that discredit the definition. The advent of the Internet in conjunction
with virtual tourism challenges notions of the physical movement of people (Guttentag, 2010). In the
strictest sense of Morley’s (1990) definition they would not be considered tourists but that notion is
certainly challengeable. Tourism is often comprised of an economic component (Urry & Larsen, 2011)
but spending alone is not a sufficient and consistent criterion considering that some tourism, such as
nature-based tourism, may not require spending. Ultimately, the most versatile framework for
defining tourism is the tourist gaze (Urry & Larsen, 2011). Tourism is defined as activities that are
contrasted against the would-be tourist’s routine experiences and the desired experience is a primary
motivator for pursuing the activity (Urry & Larsen, 2011). The tourist gaze also provides a
framework for classifying tourists’ motivations for visiting a site (Table 1).
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Table 1.
Tourist Gaze Framework
Gaze
Expectations and Motivation
Romantic Gaze
Desire for solitude and privacy
Collective Gaze
Desire to experience a site as part of a mass of people, communal
experience
Spectatorial Gaze
Collective glimpsing and collecting of moments
Reverential Gaze
Producing feelings of awe, often at spiritual sites
Anthropological Gaze
Assemble historical meaning
Environmental Gaze
Desire to find experiences with a lower perceived ecological footprint
Mediatized Gaze
Desire to be part of a media-related experience such as a movie set
Family Gaze
Produce family-oriented memories
Source: Urry and Larsen 2011
The first part of the present study investigates whether the case site has a gap between what
community leaders think tourists want and what tourists report that they want. Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1985) gap model of service quality can provide insights for describing the
nature of the gap, if it exists, and the community’s responsiveness to tourist needs. The gap model of
service quality (1985) has been well-received as a framework for broadly describing shortcomings in
service delivery (Augustyn & Ho, 1998). The gap model is one of the most widely utilized frameworks
for comparing an organization’s service promise with its service delivery (Haksever, Cook, &
Chaganti, 2015). The model has been applied to services marketing (Zeithaml, Bitner, & Gremler,
2010), student satisfaction with higher education institutions (Hampton, 1993), information systems
(Jiang, Klein, & Carr, 2002), and many other industries and business units within organizations.
The gap model of service quality proposes five gaps (Parasuraman et al., 1985). The first gap can be
used to describe how well the community leaders identified tourists’ needs. The existence of a gap
would suggest an ineffective intelligence gathering apparatus in the community.
Gap 1: Management incorrectly identifies the needs of the customer.
The second and third gaps (Parasuraman et al., 1985) are useful for the present study as well. These
gaps are associated with the firm’s, or in this case the community’s, responsiveness to tourists’
needs. The community may accurately identify tourists’ needs but fails to effectively respond to them
due to a lack of knowledge regarding how to meet the tourists’ needs (gap 2) or by choice (gap 3). The
presence of both gaps would suggest a product orientation.
Gap 2: Management correctly identifies customer needs but performance standards for fulfilling the
needs are unclear.
Gap 3: The organization establishes or knows clear performance standards but fails to deliver them.
The fourth gap identifies how the organization promotes itself to would-be customers (Parasuraman
et al., 1985). For example, an analysis of gap four would examine differences between the service
promise in marketing materials and the service that is actually delivered. The final gap is an error of
misinterpretation from the customer (1985). Although both gaps are interesting and worthy of future
study, gaps four and five are outside of the scope of the current project.
One note of clarification is needed before proceeding. Although the gap model’s descriptive
capabilities as a conceptual framework have broad appeal, the resulting predictive instrument and
statistical model, known as SERVQUAL, has received substantial criticism (Buttle, 1996).
SERVQUAL utilizes customer rating scales for expectations and performance to produce a service
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quality score (Buttle, 1996). Scholars question whether quality is so easily operationalized as the
difference between expectation and performance (Iacobucci, Grayson, & Omstrom, 1994).
Additionally, SERVQUAL fails to account for the multidimensionality of service quality (Saleh &
Ryan, 1992) and the predictions of the SERVQUAL instrument have been unstable across various
contexts (Carman, 1990). In light of the praise of the conceptual framework and concerns with the
SERVQUAL measurement model, the current paper will solely use the broad conceptual framework.
The other applicable theoretical framework is the market orientation continuum (Kohli & Jaworski,
1990). Sheth, Sisodia, and Sharma (2000) describe the historical transition from product-orientation
to market-orientation after the shortages of World War II. Low competition and few product choices
for consumers did not create sufficient incentive for firms to be mindful of customer needs, allowing
firms to succeed with a product-orientation (2000). Insofar as products were reasonably priced,
consumer demand produced sufficient sales in the absence of responsiveness to the market (Marshall
& Johnston, 2009). As consumer demand increased and new competitors entered the market firms
were forced to shift their strategic focus from standardized products and become more marketoriented, battling with competitors over who could best serve manifest and latent customer needs
(Slater & Narver, 1999). In today’s hypercompetitive and internationalized markets, a customer- or
market-oriented approach has been linked to business success (Ruekert, 1992). Although productoriented firms can survive, and in a few specific cases thrive, the market-oriented approach is
accepted as a key ingredient for success for most firms now and into the future (Cano, Carrillat, &
Jaramillo, 2004).
PROCEDURES
Case Selection
The case site was selected specifically for its homogeneity and success with tourism. If market
orientation is a unified cross-organizational approach (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990) to serving tourists’
needs then the most likely place to find an example of market orientation is where homogeneity is
atypically high. The town is comprised of 8,500 people and located in the upper Midwest (United
States Census, 2015). Nearly 97% of the town’s population is Caucasian (United States Census,
2015) and the town proudly exhibits its Scandinavian cultural heritage with signage, festivals, a
museum, and the mascots of the local college and high school. The unit of analysis for the current
study is the community rather than a specific attraction within the community.
Data Sources
Four sources of data were used to produce the study. Gap one was examined by conducting
interviews with community leaders and comparing that data to survey responses from tourists and
local residents. This analysis produced an accurate picture of the town’s primary tourism drivers.
Gaps two and three were then analyzed by conducting interviews with the leaders of groups that
most closely align with the identified drivers of tourism.
Source 1: community leader interviews
The researcher began with interviews of community leaders who would be familiar with and have
substantial influence upon tourism within the community. This source served as one side of the gap
analysis for assessing the accuracy of community leaders’ tourism-related beliefs. The goal of sample
selection was to provide maximum variation (Miles & Huberman, 1994) and allow the researcher to
compare viewpoints across subjects and their respective domains. After attrition from non-response
and disinterest, the final sample size was five and represented most of the primary domains for
influencing tourism in the city. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a city council
member who chairs the hotel/motel tax commission, a local upscale restaurant owner, the president
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of the local college, the executive director of the tourism bureau, and the chief executive of the town’s
cultural museum. The interview began with general questions about tourists’ motives for visiting the
town and followed up by presenting the tourist gaze framework (Urry & Larsen, 2011).
Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) three-stage coding strategy was used to analyze the data. The first
analysis extracted broad themes without attempting to categorize the descriptions into the tourist
gaze framework (Urry & Larsen, 2011). Five dominant themes emerged and are presented in Table
2.
Table 2.
Dominant Themes from Community Leaders
Theme
Select Attractions
Learning and Growth
Learn history or skill at the museum
Appreciate/Explore Nature Discovering the natural features or trout fishing
Escape/Relaxation
Avoiding hustle and bustle of city life
College Connection
Meeting alumni friends or College child for a
weekend
Foodie
Tasting beer at the brewery or eating at
boutique restaurants

Frequency (n=5)
5
5
3
5
3

Of the dominant themes, the ‘learning and growth’ theme and the ‘appreciate or explore nature’ were
the most frequent. Both themes were mentioned multiple times in all five interviews and appear to
be a defining characteristic for tourism in the town. With regard to learning, leaders specifically
noted the museum’s offerings such as history and heritage classes or skill development classes such
as rosemaling or woodworking. Surprisingly, programming on campus was not frequently mentioned
with regard to this theme. The “college connection” theme was mentioned in all interviews but the
underlying motivation for the theme was more often in relation to alumni making “pilgrimages” to
maintain a connection with friends. Musical events such as Christmas at College are a major draw to
campus, as noted in the majority of interviews. The “Foodie” draw was also substantial with
consistent references to eating at the variety of restaurants or making a deliberate stop at the
brewery to sample the beers. Lastly, the “Escape/Relax” theme was evident but less pronounced
than the other dominant themes. The exact phrase “get away from the hustle and bustle” arose in
two of the interviews and additional interviews eluded to the town’s lower pace and ease of getting
around as contrasted against bigger cities. Of particular interest is the context of how the
escape/relax theme arose. The other themes often were directly connected with particular activities
whereas escape and relax was often described as more of a ubiquitous theme that was part of every
activity in the town.
Comparing the five emergent themes from open coding with the tourist gaze framework (Urry &
Larsen, 2011) presented several notable similarities and suggests some credibility (Eisner, 1991) in
the findings. Table 3 maps the emergent themes with comparable themes from the tourist gaze
framework (Urry & Larsen, 2011), although some themes connected more readily than others.
Additionally, one emergent theme, the foodie, did not appear to have a suitable match in the tourist
gaze framework (2011).
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Emergent Theme
Learning and Growth
Appreciate or Explore Nature
Escape/Relaxation
College Connection
Foodie

Table 3.
Theory Validation
Tourist Gaze Theme (Urry & Larsen, 2011)
Anthropological
Environmental
Romantic
Collective
unclear

First, Urry and Larsen’s (2011) environmental gaze aligned well with the emergent theme
‘appreciating or exploring nature’. In both constructs, the traveler is specifically interested in
immersion experiences in the natural environment. The emergent theme of ‘escape and relax’
associated most closely with the romantic gaze (2011) that describes the pursuit for solitude and
privacy but there were notable tones of nature as a means to ‘escape’ within the emergent theme.
Both themes seek to avoid the bustle of masses whether it be through nature or a relaxed urban
setting. The anthropological gaze (2011) and the emergent theme ‘learning and growth’ shared many
connections in that tourists pursued learning opportunities that involve historical information.
One pairing that had noteworthy similarities and distinct differences was Urry and Larsen’s (2011)
collective gaze and the emergent theme named ‘college connection’. Urry and Larsen (2011) position
the collective gaze as a communal or shared experience. From that perspective, the ‘College
connection’ appears to be well-aligned with regard to alumni. Alumni are a distinct group and the
College is the venue for that shared background. With that said, the collective gaze (2011) eludes to a
sizable number of people whereas part of the appeal and shared experience of the College connection
is being part of a relatively small group of which not everyone is a part.
The final emergent theme, ‘foodie’, did not seem to have a suitable partner when contrasted with the
tourist gaze framework (Urry & Larsen, 2011). Interviewees noted the restaurant and breweries as
major draws to the town simply for the experience itself whereas a corresponding tourist gaze (2011)
category remains elusive. Two respondents noted that the brewery might be categorized as a
mediatized gaze (2011) but the frequency and context of the descriptions between the two themes
was unconvincing.
Several interviewees utilized contrasting to evaluate particular tourist gazes that are not
predominant in the town. Despite singular mentions of reverential, romantic and collective gazes not
applying to the town, the spectatorial gaze (Urry & Larsen, 2011) was noted in most of the
interviews as not being a good descriptor the town’s tourism. Specifically, interviewees pointed out
that the town is not a place to be experienced as a series of boxes to check via itinerary; reinforcing
earlier statements about discovery, exploration, and pursuit of unexpected activities.
Sources 2 and 3: tourist survey and resident survey
Tourists and residents were surveyed to provide the other side of the gap analysis for the accuracy of
community leaders’ tourism-related beliefs. Data was collected via online and paper-and-pencil
survey. The purpose of the resident survey is to provide a method of data triangulation (Denzin,
1978). It could be argued that tourists would have the most, if not the only, valid perspective for why
tourists visit but the addition of resident data could improve precision. Residents in a small
community such as the case site are likely to be aware of activities that draw substantial numbers of
tourists and, therefore, would have a relevant perspective. The sample size was 146 tourists and 53
residents. Additionally, each survey medium had two variants. The community leader interviews
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mapped emergent themes to constructs from the tourist gaze (Urry & Larsen, 2011); the survey
variants were designed to test the phenomenological equivalence of the theme-gaze pairings. One
question within the survey utilized an A-B split for rendering the question; some of the respondents
received the question based on the emergent themes and other respondents received the question
based on the tourist gazes. This procedure provides improved precision of the tourists’ motives and a
method of theoretical validation (Denzin, 1978). All of the scaled questions were forced-choice. The
goal of the survey was to confirm or disconfirm the presence of various motivations; allowing a
neutral response option could result in data that is uninformative or meaningless (Spagna, 1984).
The surveys were initially deployed via social-seeding through Facebook (Hinz et al., 2011).
Specifically, the seeding included the use of strong ties (Watts, 2004) with the researcher and the
targeting of influential members of the network (Kiss & Bichler, 2008). A social seeding strategy can
be an effective way to quickly diffuse information through a network (Hinz et al., 2011) and, with
regard to the present study, increase the sample size. The flaw with social seeding for research is the
potential for respondent bias due to homophily (Hinz et al., 2011). In this case, the social network for
the tourist survey is likely skewed toward people with a connection to the town’s college.
An on-site collection strategy was used in an effort to counterbalance possible effects from
homophily. Data was gathered at four locations with the intent to capture the potentially diverse
motivations for visiting the town. For example, if the data were only collected at the museum then,
logically, the historical perspective may be over-represented in the sample.
Residents and tourists were mostly in agreement with community leaders with regard to motives for
visiting the town. Residents confirmed all four themes identified by community leaders; tourists
supported three of the four themes. Tourists rejected the ‘learning and growth’ theme as a good
descriptor of motivation for visiting the town. Table 4 provides the frequencies of the affirming and
disconfirming response options for each theme.
Table 4:
Tourist Frequency of Disconfirming and Affirming Responses to Themes Questions
Theme
Disconfirming
Affirming
Mode
Learning and Growth
52
44
1 “Not at All”
Appreciate or Explore Nature
14
84
4 “Very Well”
Escape Relaxation
23
75
3 “Well”
College Connection
38
58
4 “Very Well”
Foodie
49
93
3 “Well”
With regard to the gazes variant of the survey, tourists supported two of the proposed gazes and
provided mixed results for the other two. The romantic and the collective gazes received
substantially more agreeable than disagreeable responses, supporting the claim that the two are
noteworthy drivers of tourism in the community. The anthropological gaze and the environmental
gaze both experienced mixed results. The frequency distribution for the anthropological gaze was
disagreeable by a margin of 2:1, suggesting that tourists are not visiting the town to learn about the
culture and history. The environmental gaze, where the focus is on tourism with a low ecological
footprint rather than the appreciation of nature, was nearly evenly split between agreeable and
disagreeable with a slight skew toward agreeable. In contrast, residents validated all four of the
proposed gazes as significant motivations for tourism in the community. The anthropological,
environmental, romantic, and collective gazes were all skewed toward the agreeable end of the scale
by a factor of at least 2:1.
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Table 5:
Tourist Frequency of Disconfirming and Affirming Responses to Gazes Questions
Gaze
Disconfirming
Affirming
Mode
Anthropological
29
15
1 “Not at All”
Environmental
21
22
3 “Well”
Romantic
17
27
3 “Well”
Collective
14
32
4 “Very Well”
The researcher utilized a Mann-Whitney u-test of median ranks (Howell, 2011) to determine if the
distributions of the theme-gaze pairings were statistically different. The median ranks test rather
than the rank sum test was required because visual inspection of the data via histogram revealed
that the distributions between each theme-gaze pairing were dissimilar (2011). If the median ranks
of each pairing were statistically the same then it would suggest that the theme-gazing pairings
were accurate.
Tourists supported two of the theme-gaze pairings and rejected two pairings. The pairing of college
connection with the collective gaze was not refuted with chi2(1)=0.108, p=0.743. Additionally, the
pairing of learning and growth with the anthropological gaze was also not refuted with chi2(1)=1.259,
p=0.262. In contrast, appreciating or exploring nature was not phenomenologically equivalent to
Urry and Larsen’s (2011) environmental gaze with chi2(1)=8.777, p=0.003. Lastly, the equivalence of
the escape theme and the solitary gaze was rejected with chi2(1)=3.771, p=0.052.
Residents supported the theme-gaze pairings as phenomenologically equivalent. The claim that
residents’ distribution of responses for the ‘learning and growth’ theme and the ‘anthropological gaze’
are equivalent was not rejected with chi2(1)=0.144, p=0.704. Likewise, the equivalence of the
‘appreciate nature’ theme and the ‘environmental gaze’ was not rejected with chi2(1)=1.545, p=0.214.
The pairing of the ‘escape’ theme and the ‘romantic gaze’ was similarly not rejected with
chi2(1)=1.28, p=0.258 as well as the pairing of the ‘college connection’ theme and the ‘collective gaze’,
chi2(1)=3.01 and p=0.083.
Question five, which was the same for all participants, tested the presence of tourist gazes (Urry,
1992) that did not consistently appear or were outright rejected in the community leader interviews.
The question item regarding breweries and local eateries is not derived from one of the tourist gazes
(Urry & Larsen, 2011) but was noted occasionally in the leader interviews. The purpose of including
it with this question was to determine if, despite being inconsistent in the community leader
interviews, the construct is a consistent motivation as reported by tourists.
The results of the tourist and resident surveys corroborate or clarify several of the findings from the
community leader interviews. First, the spectatorial gaze (Urry & Larsen, 2011) was rejected by
tourists as a dominant motivator for tourism in the community, confirming the assertions by
community leaders. Logically, this finding is consistent with the notion of escaping from the hustle
bustle identified in question four. The spectatorial gaze is focused on tourism via itinerary where the
tourist tries to engage in as many activities as possible, running counter to the desire for a slower
pace and relaxation. Tourists also rejected the mediatized gaze (2011) as a dominant motivator.
Residents suggested that the mediatized and spectatorial gazes were important but less convincingly
so with over 75% of responses for each gaze in the middle two response options.
Two findings from question five clarified inconsistent results from the community leader interviews.
The reverential gaze (Urry & Larsen, 2011) exhibited more favorable frequencies than expected with
tourists. Notions of awe were identified by community leaders but not markedly so; the results were
clear among tourists. Tourists overwhelmingly identify the town’s ability to produce feelings of awe
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as a key driver of tourism. Residents agreed but exhibited a substantial number of responses in the
disagreeable end of the scale. Additionally, the foodie and family themes were present but
inconsistent in the leader interviews; the tourist and resident surveys overwhelmingly confirms that
both are important drivers of tourism.
The final two questions were open ended and analyzed using Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) three stage
coding strategy. Participants were asked what makes the town unique as a tourist destination.
Overwhelmingly, the community’s natural features and beauty stood out as a major attraction for
tourism. Praise of the town’s outdoor recreation opportunities including trails, river sports, and other
nature-based activities weaved through many of the tourists’ and residents’ responses. In fact, 73 of
the 98 responses to the open ended question “What makes the town unique?” included a reference to
the town’s natural beauty and outdoor opportunities. In addition to the enthusiasm for outdoor
activities many respondents described the town as offering substantial variety (n=31), citing the
abundance of shops, eateries, and pubs. One respondent described the town as “a jewel for variety”
and others note that there is “so much to do”. The findings for nature and the town’s variety
corroborate assertions made by the community leader interviews. Additionally, the breweries were
mentioned several times in the leader interviews but the frequency of mentions from tourists was
less than expected. The breweries are an important contributor to the town’s service mix but the
breweries’ alone do not appear to be a substantial draw by themselves.
An additional dominant theme was the town’s Scandinavian heritage. Tourists enjoy the town’s
cultural history but the responses were framed around the culture as an environment rather than a
particular cultural event or attraction such as the town’s annual cultural heritage festival or cultural
museum. One community leader interview noted that the town’s festival was experiencing declining
interest from outside of the community; the survey findings suggest that this assertion may be
accurate. Residents, in contrast, frequently cited the cultural museum as a major tourism
motivation, eluding to a possible difference in beliefs between tourists and residents.
The community leader interviews accurately identified a third dominant perspective among tourists.
Survey respondents consistently noted the town’s “quaint, small town” feel and that one of the town’s
assets is its friendly and welcoming people. One respondent identified the town as “home even when
it’s not home” and noted the “kind and thoughtful people.”
Lastly, tourists exhibited a noteworthy draw from the local college but the framing of the responses
regarding the college were intriguing. Responses for other dominant draws were frequently elaborate
and conveyed enthusiasm through adjectives; responses for the college were always merely the
college’s name. No adjectives were used nor were there elaborations on what aspects of the college
attracted people. Bear in mind that a large portion of the tourist sample had some form of connection
to the college; over half of the respondents were alums. This could suggest that visitors perceive the
college as an important add-on to the town’s service mix but the college itself is not a dominant
attractor.
The final question of the survey investigated opportunities for improving tourism in the community.
Several of the leaders’ perspectives were reinforced by tourists and residents. Lodging as a broad
category was frequently cited as an issue but closer inspection revealed substantial variation among
respondents regarding what types of lodging improvements are needed. Respondents noted the need
for more boutique lodging options while an equal number recommended the development of lowercost, mid-scale hotels. The town’s technology infrastructure was also cited as an opportunity for
improvement with respondents suggesting improved cellular service and charging stations for
electric cars. Additional bike trails, both paved and soft-surface, were frequently recommended to
continue improving the town’s image as a bike haven. Increased marketing also received noteworthy
mention among survey respondents; corroborating several of the community leader interviews. One
recommendation from leaders that differed from residents and tourists was the need for improved
66

Journal of Applied Marketing Theory
Vol. 7 No. 1, Page 57 - 79, April 2017

ISSN 2151-3236

access to the community. Leaders suggested that the town’s remoteness could be offset with public
transportation yet accessing the town did not appear to be a substantial concern for tourists or
residents. Ultimately, the majority of respondents noted that the town is currently ideal and
suggested maintaining the status quo with one respondent noting that “the town sells itself” and
another that “loves it as is.”
Source 4: interviews of community directors
The final data source provided information about the components of market orientation (Kohli &
Jaworski, 1990). Three semi-structured interviews (Stewart & Cash, 1985) were conducted with the
directors of groups that most closely align with the dominant tourist motivations. The sample
consisted of the director of the parks and recreation department, the chair of the town’s historical
preservation commission, and the city administrator. The researcher requested an interview with
the director of the tourism bureau but did not receive a response.
Several strategies were used to analyze the interview data. First, the data were analyzed using an a
priori coding scheme (Creswell, 2007) based on the three components of the market orientation
framework. Each passage of text was reviewed line-by-line (Glaser, 1992) and assigned a G for
generate market information, D for disseminate market information, or R for respond to market
information. The data was then analyzed using an a priori coding scheme (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000)
for the three relevant gaps of the gap model of service quality (Parasuraman et al., 1985). A code 1
indicated the presence of a gap one issue where the group incorrectly identifies tourists’ needs. Code
2 was used to denote a gap two issue where a group is unsure how to meet customer needs even if
the group correctly identifies them. Code 3 indicated a gap three issue where the group chooses not
to meet tourists’ needs even if the group knows what the needs are. Lastly, the data were analyzed
using Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) three-stage coding strategy to identify themes that clarify the
nature of any existing gaps or components of market orientation.
The analysis found that the presence of effective generation, dissemination, and response strategies
was tenuous and inconsistent. There was little evidence that the groups systematically and
proactively gather tourism-related market information. The lack of a robust information gathering
mechanism logically increases the likelihood of a gap one issue. All interviewees noted that the
tourism bureau gathers market information via formal and informal mechanisms but that the
organization in which the interviewee is involved has neither the resources nor the interest in
collecting such information. One respondent suggested that if such activity were required of the
group several existing members would no longer be interested in serving.
Table 6.
Frequency of Market Orientation Conditions from Community Group Directors
Market Orientation Criterion
Generating
Not present
Somewhat present
Highly present
Disseminating
Not present
Somewhat present
Highly present
Responding
Not present
Somewhat present
Highly present

Frequency across participants (n=3)
1
2
0
1
2
0
2
1
0
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Evidence of an effective dissemination strategy was inconsistent. All respondents noted consistent
interaction between groups and, with regard to tourism, everyone “seemed to mostly be walking
down the same road” but that the tourism-related interactions were unfocused or lacked a unified
strategy. Additionally, despite the frequent contact with other organizations, the purpose was rarely
tourism-related discussions.
The final criterion of market orientation, responsiveness, was directly rejected by two of the
interviewees. All respondents stated that the community development organizations understand the
importance of tourism but tourism is exclusively viewed as a positive outcome of each group’s
activities rather than a primary objective. One respondent clarified by stating that the “primary
customers are the citizens of the town” and tourism is an indirect consequence of the organization
performing its work. This finding suggests a gap three issue and a product orientation. A second
respondent provides an example of gap two and gap three issues by noting that the organization is
both unable to be responsive due to resource constraints and unwilling to respond because tourists
are not the organization’s focus; “we really put our energy on what are seen as the central purposes,
not on what I call the ramifications of our central purposes.”
IMPLICATIONS FOR MARKETING PRACTITIONERS
Several managerial implications result from the study. First, towns that wish to experience
community-wide success with tourism must begin by evaluating the accuracy of leaders’ beliefs about
tourism. The town in the present case study is highly successful and the community leaders’ beliefs
about tourism were mostly accurate, but not entirely. If a noticeable misalignment exists in this
successful site it seems highly likely that a more pronounced misalignment will exist in less
successful towns.
A second implication suggests improved precision of a community’s tourism-related marketing
messages. The tourist gaze framework (Urry & Larsen, 2011) is one of the most widely-utilized,
supposedly all-encompassing, descriptions of tourist motivations yet tourists and community leaders
identified several themes that do not fit well within the tourist gaze framework. For example, the
environmental gaze emphasizes activities with a low ecological footprint (Urry & Larsen, 2011) but
tourists do not view that construct as equivalent to appreciating nature. A town’s tourism
professionals must be mindful of this distinction in their promotional messages. Similarly, Urry and
Larsen’s emphasis on solitude and privacy in the romantic gaze is not conceptually equivalent to
notions of escaping from the hustle and bustle of daily life outside of the town.
Returning to the question of whether a community-level market orientation is a requirement for
tourism success, the present case study provides a counter-example. The community leaders may
have been mostly accurate but the qualitative results suggest that an effective strategy for
generating market information was not present. This finding is counter to the well-established
criterion for market orientation (Slater & Narver, 1999). Logically, it seems odd that the town would
have such a clear sense of tourists’ needs without gathering market information. The explanation
may reside in the town’s scattershot approach to tourism; offering such breadth of services may
negate the need for an effective generation apparatus. Ultimately, the first hypothesis was partially
rejected.
H1: Community leaders’ beliefs regarding tourists’ needs will be accurate, suggesting an effective
market information generation strategy.
The second hypothesis sought evidence of an effective mechanism for disseminating market
intelligence. Following Jaworski and Kohli (1993), dissemination is identified by each group knowing
its tourism-related role in the community and being aware of other entities’ activities. The
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researcher proposed that frequent inter-group tourism-related outreach and substantial alignment of
tourism-related vision would be indicative of an effective dissemination strategy. Respondents noted
that the tourism-related vision across groups was mostly aligned but only in a broad sense. The
specific tourism-related strategy was unknown or unclear. Frequent inter-group outreach occurred
but typically was not related to tourism. As such, the second hypothesis was rejected.
H2: The community will exhibit an effective disseminate function via alignment of tourism-related
vision and frequent inter-organizational outreach.
The high satisfaction ratings of tourists would suggest that the town is effectively responding to the
tourism market. The town earns several national tourism awards every year. The lingering question
is whether satisfaction ratings are high because the town is effectively responding to the tourism
market or if the ratings are high because the town happens to offer a broad array of experiences that
are appealing. The results of the present study suggest the latter. A gap two and a gap three issue
were clearly identified in two of the interviews. Tourism did not appear to be a key consideration in
project prioritization among most groups and two groups disavowed the need or the capability to be
responsive to the tourism market. The town’s scattershot approach to tourism is the result of many
groups with distinct missions and interests rather than a community-wide collaborative effort. Each
group pursues its own activities in a substantially information-deprived environment and the
resulting package at the community level has broad appeal. This finding rejects the third hypothesis.
H3: The community exhibits an effective execute function, demonstrated by high tourist satisfaction
and tourism being a key component in project prioritization.
The outcome of the first three hypotheses reveals that the town is not a market-oriented community,
at least not in a pure form. Although the town is not truly market-oriented, it certainly is not easily
categorized as product-oriented either. The frequent inter-organizational interaction, noted
importance of tourism by group members, and the inter-group alignment of tourism vision all oppose
notions of strict product orientation. It appears that the community falls somewhere in-between with
a noteworthy skew toward the product orientation pole as evidenced by the gap two and gap three
issues noted previously. This finding rejects the fourth hypothesis and tenuously supports the fifth
hypothesis in line with Camarero and Garrido (2008). It appears that communities can break the
customer-responsiveness axiom by providing a high-quality and diverse package of services for
tourists.
H4: The case site is a market-oriented community.
H5: The case site is a product-oriented community.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The present study sought to move the level of analysis for the market orientation continuum up to an
inter-firm environment using a mixed-methods approach. As such, concerns of subjectivity (Creswell,
2007) are always a matter of consideration. The researcher utilized method, source, and theory
triangulation (Denzin, 1978) strategies to reduce this risk but the threat may remain.
Additionally, the present case study’s focus on one site introduces questions about the
generalizability of the findings (Stake, 1995). The site was selected as a likely place to observe
market orientation because of its tourism success and its high degree of demographic homogeneity.
The findings of the present study suggest that a market orientation may not be a requisite for
tourism success if a town has a substantial diversity of offerings. Future research could apply similar
procedures in other successful towns to further evaluate the moderating role of variety between
tourism success and the importance of a market orientation.
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Two other strands of potential research emerge from the present study. The study suggests that the
accuracy of community leaders’ beliefs about tourism can be questionable even in the most successful
towns. For practitioners, the initial step is to evaluate the size of gap 1 in their own communities.
For scholars, research into the origins of community leaders’ beliefs would be insightful. A better
understanding of the beliefs’ formation could yield practical strategies for minimizing gap 1 issues.
Lastly, the present study identified several shortcomings in the tourist gaze framework’s (Urry &
Larsen, 2011) descriptive capability. Future research could more precisely define the boundaries of
the tourist gaze constructs and possibly suggest the addition of several constructs. For example,
further exploration of the differences between Urry and Larsen’s environmental gaze and the drive
to appreciate or explore nature could be useful to the practitioner community.
CONCLUSION
The current paper examined two primary research questions. First, how accurate are community
leaders’ beliefs regarding tourism in their community? The results suggest that the leaders possess a
mostly accurate conception of tourists’ motives. The second research question asked whether a
community must be responsive to the tourism market in order to be successful. The current axiom in
the marketing literature is that responsiveness is a criterion for success (Sheth, Sisodia, & Sharma,
2000); the current case study provides an example of where the axiom may not hold true.
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APPENDIX 1
Semi-Structured Interview Schedule
1. How long have you lived in [SITE]?
2. I’m aware of your job title but could you describe the work that you do at [SITE]?
3. In addition to your current job, in what other community roles or boards do you serve on that
have tourism as either a stated or unstated objective?
4. What makes [SITE] unique as a tourist destination?
5. What are some of the motivations for why people visit [SITE]?
5b (if needed). Beyond the specific attractions, what do you think of visitors’ underlying
motivations?
6. Here is a table (Urry and Larsen 2011) that summarizes some possible motivations. Do any
jump out at you with regard to [SITE] tourists?
7. Which do you think better describes [SITE]: Tourist destination or tourist stop along the way?
8. Overall, how well do you think [SITE] provides the experience that tourists came to get?
9. How do you think [SITE] can improve in their efforts to be desirable for tourists?
10. Is there anything else you would like to add about tourism in [SITE]?
APPENDIX 2
Figure 1. Tourist survey for variant A (themes)
The following survey investigates the characteristics of [redacted town name] tourism. Your
participation is voluntary and poses no identifiable risks to you. You may quit participation at any
time without penalty. You must be 18 years of age or older to participate. The survey will take
approximately five to ten minutes to complete. All responses are anonymous so we are grateful for
your honesty during the survey. If you have questions about the survey you may contact [redacted]
below. Thank you for your assistance with this project.
1. Do you live in [redacted]?
a. Yes
b. No
2. On average, how many times per year do you visit [redacted]? __________________
3. Which of the following describes your connection with [redacted name of college in town]? Check
all that apply.
a. I’m a [redacted college name] alum
b. My child or a family member attends [redacted college name]
c. I’m a current [redacted] student
d. I used to work at [redacted]
e. No affiliation with [redacted]
f. Other: Please describe ________________________________
For the next several questions, please think about all of the times that you visited [redacted] except
when you were a [redacted] student. Do not include times when you were a [redacted] student (if
applicable).
4. How well do each of the following describe why you came to [redacted town]?
To learn and/or experience personal
growth.
To explore or appreciate the natural
features.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well
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To escape from the ‘hustle and bustle’ of
life and/or relaxation.
To meet alumni friends or a child at
[redacted college name].
5. How well do each of the following describe why you came to [redacted town]?
To “check off” as many things as possible
that [redacted town] has to offer.
To experience feelings of awe.
To experience something that you’ve
seen on TV or other popular media.
To experience something that my family
will remember together.
To visit the breweries and/or the town’s
local eateries.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

6. How well does [redacted town] provide the experience(s) that you hoped to get?
Not at All
Poorly
Well
Very Well
7. Is [redacted town] your destination for this trip or are you passing through on your way to
somewhere else? Select one.
a. [redacted] is the primary destination for this trip.
b. [redacted] is a stop along the way to somewhere else.
8. What makes [redacted] unique as a tourist location?
9. What would improve tourism in [redacted]?
Figure 2: Tourist survey for variant B (gazes)
The following survey investigates the characteristics of [redacted town name] tourism. Your
participation is voluntary and poses no identifiable risks to you. You may quit participation at any
time without penalty. You must be 18 years of age or older to participate. The survey will take
approximately five to ten minutes to complete. All responses are anonymous so we are grateful for
your honesty during the survey. If you have questions about the survey you may contact [redacted]
below. Thank you for your assistance with this project.
1. Do you live in [redacted]?
a. Yes
b. No
2. On average, how many times per year do you visit [redacted]? __________________
3. Which of the following describes your connection with [redacted college name]? Check all that
apply.
a. I’m a [redacted] alum
b. My child or a family member attends [redacted]
c. I’m a current [redacted] student
d. I used to work at [redacted]
e. No affiliation with [redacted]
f. Other: Please describe ________________________________
For the next several questions, please think about all of the times that you visited [redacted town]
except when you were a [redacted college] student. Do not include times when you were a [redacted
college] student (if applicable).
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4. How well do each of the following describe why you came to [redacted town]?
To learn about the area’s culture and/or
history.
The trip provides activities that have a
low environmental footprint.
The trip offers solitude and/or privacy.
To meet with a particular group.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

5. How well do each of the following describe why you came to [redacted town]?
To “check off” as many things as possible
that [redacted town] has to offer.
To experience feelings of awe.
To experience something that you’ve
seen on TV or other popular media.
To experience something that my family
will remember together.
To visit the breweries and/or the town’s
local eateries.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

6. How well does [redacted town] provide the experience(s) that you hoped to get?
Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very Well

7. Is [redacted] your destination for this trip or are you passing through on your way to somewhere
else? Select one.
c. [redacted] is the primary destination for this trip.
d. [redacted] is a stop along the way to somewhere else.
8. What makes [redacted] unique as a tourist location?

9. What would improve tourism in [redacted]?
APPENDIX 3

Figure 1. Resident survey for variant A (themes)
The following survey investigates the characteristics of [redacted town name] tourism. Your
participation is voluntary and poses no identifiable risks to you. You may quit participation at any
time without penalty. You must be 18 years of age or older to participate. The survey will take
approximately five to ten minutes to complete. All responses are anonymous so we are grateful for
your honesty during the survey.
If you have questions about the survey you may contact [redacted] below. Thank you for your
assistance with this project.
1. Do you live in [redacted town]?
a. Yes
b. No
2. How important is [redacted college] in drawing tourists to [redacted town]?
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Not Important At All

Unimportant

Important

Very Important

3. How well do each of the following describe why tourists come to [redacted town]?
To learn and/or experience personal
growth.
To explore or appreciate the natural
features.
To escape from the ‘hustle and bustle’ of
life and/or relaxation.
To meet alumni friends or a child at
[redacted college].

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

4. How well do each of the following describe why tourists come to [redacted town]?
To “check off” as many things as possible
that [redacted town] has to offer.
To experience feelings of awe.
To experience something that they’ve
seen on TV or other popular media.
To experience something that their
family will remember together.
To visit the breweries and/or the town’s
local eateries.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

5. How well does [redacted town] provide the experience(s) that tourists hoped to get?
Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very Well

6. Which of the following best describes [redacted town]? Select one.
a. [redacted] is a tourist destination.
b. Tourists stop in [redacted] along the way to somewhere else.
7. What makes [redacted] unique as a tourist location?
8. What would improve tourism in [redacted]?
Figure 2: Survey for variant B (gazes)
The following survey investigates the characteristics of [redacted town name] tourism. Your
participation is voluntary and poses no identifiable risks to you. You may quit participation at any
time without penalty. You must be 18 years of age or older to participate. The survey will take
approximately five to ten minutes to complete. All responses are anonymous so we are grateful for
your honesty during the survey. If you have questions about the survey you may contact [redacted]
below. Thank you for your assistance with this project.
1. Do you live in [redacted town]?
a. Yes
b. No
2. How important is [redacted college] in drawing tourists to [redacted town]?
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Not Important At All

Unimportant

Important

Very Important

3. How well do each of the following describe why tourists come to [redacted town]?
To learn about the area’s culture and/or
history.
The trip provides activities that have a
low environmental footprint.
The trip offers solitude and/or privacy.
To meet with a particular group.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

4. How well do each of the following describe why tourists come to [redacted town]?
To “check off” as many things as possible
that [redacted town] has to offer.
To experience feelings of awe.
To experience something that they’ve
seen on TV or other popular media.
To experience something that their
family will remember together.
To visit the breweries and/or the town’s
local eateries.

Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very well

5. How well does [redacted town] provide the experience(s) that tourists hoped to get?
Not at All

Poorly

Well

Very Well

6. Which of the following best describes [redacted town]? Select one.
a. [redacted] is a tourist destination.
b. Tourists stop in [redacted] along the way to somewhere else.
7. What makes [redacted] unique as a tourist location?
8. What would improve tourism in [redacted]?
APPENDIX 4 – COMMUNITY DIRECTOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Warm Ups
1. I’m aware of your position but could you describe the activities that you do at [GROUP].
2. In addition to your current position, on what other community boards do you serve?
Body
1. How well do the various groups’ missions and visions of [town] align with regard to tourism?
F/U: If high alignment, why do you think that is?
2. How frequently would you say tourism-related discussions arise within your organization? How
frequently do they arise when you interact with other groups?
3. How does your organization gather input from stakeholders? And tourists? How does that input
shape your organization’s objectives, projects, and initiatives?
4. How does your group prioritize projects? Is tourism part of the consideration?
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5. Your organization discusses community improvements. To what extent are those discussions
framed around tourism? Or simply community improvement in general?
6. To what extent do you share your findings or plans that could have tourism impacts with other
groups in the community?
7. How does that sharing happen? (Process).
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